PAIRED DOCTORATES WHO RECEIVED PH.D.s IN THE 1940s AND
Previous studies of the status of women in science have largest sex differences in academic rank and pay occur for o women Ph.D.s, who have tended to start at lower salaries and more slowly than men. This group is often viewed as the las benefit from affirmative action mandates. In the following we will examine the differences in academic career outcome, , observed in 1979, between men and women in a matched-pair sai received their Ph.D.s in the period 1940-1959- Chapters 3 tl analyze matched pairs of men and women from later cohorts--!; 1970-197^ and 1975-1978.
The matching procedure
Out of a total sample of 49,6?! Ph.D.s from the years 1; responses were received from 32,877 individuals or 66 percen For the present report, pre-1940 Ph.D.s (who would tend to b< retired) and those residing outside the U.S. were deleted, n in a data base of 29,410 individuals, 10,278 women and 19,13: attempt was made to match each woman with two men according characteristics: year in which the Ph.D. was received, fieli institution from which the doctorate was awarded, and race.
Some flexibility in the matching was necessary. In rnat< year of Ph.D., a sliding scale was used for allowable male-fi differences.. Women doctorates since 1970 were required to h, matches with the same year of Ph.D. or a difference of only < Pre-1970 Ph.D.s were allowed a difference of 2-5 years. Mati field of Ph.D. were ideally by specialty (i.e., nuclear phys polymer chemistry); three-fourths of the males and females u: this analysis were so matched. The other one-fourth do not i fine field, but are in the same broad field or discipline (e physics, chemistry). Similarly, the Ph.D.-grant?ng institut used for the matching procedure, but when this was not possilased on tho unemployed and seeking employment) is two to four times that A higher unemployment rate for women has also been found when separately by field.luring her tenure with the Commission.  We also thank William C. Kelly, Executive Director of the Commission on Human Resources, for valuable administrative guidance, and Commission reviewers Lloyd Humphreys and Nancy Milburn for their helpful comments.
